LETTER TO THE PROSECUTION, NO CASE TO BE HEARD 
MDespott, accusations of AOBH, whilst armed. (Draft Submission) 


Dear Prosecution, 


Our preliminary findings have lead us to believe that the case of Mr Robert Rowan, the alleged 
“victim” and the claim of assault occasioning bodily harm, against the “accused” Mr Michael 
Despott, are considerably in question, being we are of the conclusion that there are considerable 
discrepancies surrounding this claim, and will primarily draw on the evidence presented in the brief, 
potentially deeming this claim to be fraudulent, which suffice to say bring more than reasonable 
doubt into the equation, in terms of the defendants guilt. 


In addition to this, we are putting forward that not only was our client “the defendant” acting under 
duress, and clearly defending themselves, they are also claiming that there actions were in fact those 
arising out of necessity, under common law and wish to also present this as a defence, it is for these 
reasons, that we put to the prosecution, that it is in fact their obligation and duty in this situation to 
actually disprove that the “defendant” was actually not in fact acting out of necessity. 


Suffice to say, we not only strongly feel that our client is completely innocent, but in terms of the 
nature of the case being presented against them, deem the claim of assault, be deemed as null and 
void, and their being no case to be heard. 


There is considerable evidence and also a high probability that Mr Rowan had also chosen to press 
the aforementioned charge of assault against our client as a means of deflecting the guilt away from 
that of his own actions, being that of numerous counts of assault, harassment and intimidation and 
even suspected terrorism, in addition to strategically disadvantaging our client so far as even 
preventing the lodging of a subsequent claim against Mr Rowan, being not only advantageous but 
fraudulent in nature, in which we will elaborate on in this report to the prosecution. 


We would like to clarify for the prosecution and the court, that mainly due to the “defendants” 
diminished capacity, being primarily that of his mental health, brought about by the stress 
associated with these proceedings, including but not limited to issues acquiring legal representation 
and any real, reliable, consistent guidance and advice, has made for a particularly egregious and 
disadvantageous position for our client, and by no means has it been their intention to subjugate 
their obligation to the courts and the justice system as a whole during these proceedings. 


As per our recent correspondence we also would appreciate it be noted for the record, that it is only 
recently, that our client Mr Despott, has actually felt safe enough, given the distance between 
himself and the Mr Rowan, in light of the previous assault and also threats made by Mr Rowan, and 
he also now only really feels secure and capable of presenting his version of events, even as far as 
submitting this recent aforementioned counter claim, as part of a formal investigation. 


We would also like noted for the courts that it is suspected that Mr Rowan has also attempted to 
intimidate the witnesses in this case, on more than one occasion, being it was suspected that he 
visited them shortly after the altercation with Mr Despott. In addition to this Mr Rowan may have 
also had dealings with in part or in full as far as the vandalising of “van lifers” (campers) vehicles, a 
means of intimidation and also to send a firm message to this demographic. 


Mr Despott has recently requested that the matter of Mr Rowan’s conduct be formally investigated, 
also being that of the current and real threat still pending as far as that to the witnesses and also 
the local community on the whole (refer to previous correspondence to the courts). 


In light of this, and with initial enquiries made by Mr Despott, it was expressed that it was and still 
is highly probable that members of the community and the witnesses may not be willing to and/or 
are actually intimidated in coming forward, or speaking up, in relation to this matter and against the 
conduct of Mr Rowan as far as aiding to the defence of Mr Despott, thus suffice to say, considerably 
impeding his chances of receiving a fair trial, let alone remove the impending threat. 


It also initially resided strongly in the defendants mind, that there may actually very well be a 
relationship between Mr Rowan and the Police, given Mr Rowan’s alleged claims and/or impression 
given, as to almost having a form of immunity, to which as you could imagine has also caused the 
“defendant” to feel quite intimidated in coming forward, in addition to triggering unnecessary 
concern and a state of unease, extreme stress and even sleep deprivation, due to the thought of this 
possibility, suffice to say this was also a strong motivator for him leaving the island all together. 


In recent reflection the defendant since has doubts about these aforementioned claims, made by Mr 
Rowan, whereby he realises that Mr Rowan may have just potentially exploited certain aspects and 
resource limitations on the island, and the remote nature of the location for law enforcement, and 
also overstated his position in the community and was instead actually acting illegally. 


The Psychological impact on our client, his ability to bare witness 


Our client would suffice to say, like to ask for consideration from the courts, in relation to the 
somewhat egregious impact that this case and the aforementioned events have had on Mr Despott’s 
mental health, whereby he has suffered a considerably reduced capacity, in addition to being 
admitted into psychiatric care on more than 3 occasions for suicidal ideation, during this time. 


In addition to this, Mr Despott also had to leave behind his former life, on the island, whereby he 
had accommodation options, a psychiatrist, and a social network of dear friends, and is now 
severely displaced and subsequently does not have ready and immediate access to physical social 
and support networks as a result, including that of physical mental health support. 


We would also like to put to the courts that Mr Despott, is extremely stressed and disturbed not only 
by the real possibility that he has to return to Townsville, but in fact feels quite unsafe to do so, as 
far as the potential imminent threat imposed by Mr Rowan, and/or his associates, combined with 
that of the associated stress with travelling this distance unaided and could also foresee a potential 
hospitalisation on the cards as a result. Suffice to say the aforementioned will potentially only 
further reduce his capacity to deal with this matter and also adequately compile a defence, or 
properly stand trial, given he is now forced to represent himself, disadvantage him further still, and 
potentially severely inhibit his ability and/or capacity to do so, again effecting his chances at a fair 
trial. 


In light of this and the aforementioned arguments put forward, we feel that it would in fact be in the 
best interests of our client and the associated processes, that at the very least, this particular case in 
relation to Mr Rowan be placed on hold, until the counter claim and allegations against Mr Rowan 
and his partner can be properly investigated. 


The defence, summary and overview 


We are hereby putting forward a formal proposition that there be no case to be heard based on the 
following: 


1. The alleged injury and assault 


The “victim” Mr Rowan, claims to the effect that Mr Despott inflicted an injury on here said 
“victim”, being a cut to his hand, apparently requiring 6 stitches, constituting AOBH, whilst armed 
and in company, we propose that this claim is completely false. 


a/ We would like to put to the prosecution that there is the potential that this injury could have been 
sustained by other means or even potentially self inflicted, especially given the clear motivation and 
and/or actions of Mr Rowan in order to make worse, and/or exacerbate the injury and thus also 
further aiding potential claims against Mr Despott and/or also for compensation, buy not only going 
against the advice of the treating nurse (refer to brief) but buy also getting the wound infected. 


b/ It was in the best interests of Mr Rowan, to deflect the attention away from the fact that he has 
the one whom actually assaulted our client, on not one but 3 separate instances, being the initial 
visitation to their vehicle, then the subsequent visit at 2am, followed by the final confrontation with 
Mr Despott being forced to exit his vehicle in response to the attempted break and enter. 


c/ It is also suspected that Mr Rowan actively and knowingly provided false testimony, regarding 
this wound, (assault), namely that of how it was potentially inflicted, given the supporting statement 
regarding its infection, being that this claim was not only in stark contradiction to that of the insight 
given by the treating nurse, but also arising as a result of his ignoring the advice of here said 
practitioner, to keep the wound clean. It is suspected that he made a statement to police to the effect 
that the infection to his hand was as a result of the weapon potentially being dirty, as apposed to 
being due to actually working in the garden, which raises the possibility that he could have made 
worse or even self inflicted the original wound, potentially to pad out the case against the defendant. 


d/ As a subsequent result of here said infection, Mr Rowan was claiming a reduced capacity, namely 
that of limited movement and subsequent ability to function normally or engage in paid 
employment, again refer to brief, namely the medical statement from the treating nurse. 

2. Motivation, potentially premeditated: 

The nature of, motivation behind the “victims” Mr Rowan’s instigation of here said confrontation, 
with the defendant, referring again to the Brief of Evidence, whereby Mr Rowan claims to have 
been awoken by wildlife, and decided to take the opportunity to revisit the location, being Mr 
Despott’s vehicle. 


We would like to raise the following points; 


a/ Mr Rowans partner, claims that they were in fact woken by the “campers”, yet statements taken 
prove that all those in the area were actually asleep at the time. 


b/ Mr Rowan claims to have in fact been awoken by wildlife. 


c/ Given that Mr Rowan has been residing at this location for more than 5 years, one would 
presume that given that it is a known element of conditioning, that one becomes desensitise to such 
regular and common environmental noises, such as wildlife, that he would have in fact slept though 
this “disturbance”. 


d/ There was also no mention of any dogs barking at the time, it is suspected Mr Rowan owns 2 of 
them, which also potentially further nullifies this claim of a disturbance and/or noise. 


We propose that Mr Rowan made this statement in order to eliminate any potential association with 
his actions, and that of his reasons for waking as being premeditated, however we propose that 
given Mr Rowans history, and the fact that he is suspected to patrol these areas during these times, 
being after dark, that he was in fact going about his normal duties, being that of illegal conduct and 
that of a Vigilante and consciously and knowingly in-sighting terror! 


We are of the strong belief, that the images submittted by Mr Rowan and his partner and their 
associated timelines and indexing/time stamps, being that of those submitted to council (refer to 
brief) should in fact reveal a correlation in terms of the the intensity, frequency and/or consistency 
and time of the day in which the “illegal camping” was reported by Mr Rowan and that should 
provide evidence indicating a somewhat aggressive pursuit of this here said demographic, being 
“van lifers” and also tying into that of a means of in sighting fear, intimidating and/or harassing 
here said individuals. 


3. The nature of the “attack” and disposition of the “accused”: 


The fact that the “accused” being Mr Despott, called triple zero for assistance during the time of the 
alleged assault, brings to question, if ones intention was to actually inflict harm on the “victim” then 
why would they call for police assistance, this simply isn’t consistent with their apparent motives to 
intentionally inflict harm, and are actually more in line with someone whom feared for their safety. 


We would also like to also raise concerns regarding the vulnerable nature of our client and their 
disposition, being that of someone with a history of trauma, and anxiety, and also put to the courts 
that this threat to their live was perceived as being quite real, even in spite of this disposition and 
they genuinely feared for their life, given especially that Mr Rowan intentionally and knowingly 
targeted the window where they were seen to be resting, (refer to brief) namely that of their head, 
and did so, in such an aggressive manor, it was perceived by our client that Mr Rowan intended on 
breaking the glass, thus causing serious disfigurement and/or gain immediate access to the 
“defendants”, Mr Despott’s face, and/or throat and/or also gain entry to the vehicle. 


The defendant went about photographing the window in question, the next day and there was 
considerable evidence of several quite deliberate and heavy impressions and hand prints on the 
glass in question, whereby just prior to this incident it was completely free of prints. 


The fact that Mr Rowan was engaging in this type of conduct, at that hour in itself is evidence 
enough, that at the very least Mr Rowan intentionally tried to instil fear into and potentially terrorise 
Mr Despott, and/or illicit a response, especially given that he had failed to do so earlier, thus as a 
means of closure. In closing Mr Rowan’s actions clearly illustrate the stark contrast and difference 
of behaviour and intentions of both parties, being placing Mr Rowan as the aggressor. 


4. Placing the victim as the attacker: 


One could quite easily deduce, that in a situation whereby Mr Rowan has seemingly freely gone 
about such business, being that in the capacity of law enforcement, and that of a vigilante and has 
done so for several years, that based on a modest approximation and basic probability, given that on 
the night of the confrontation, it is alleged that he had engaged with, terrorised, harassed and 
verbally abused a total of 5 people, not once, but twice in the course of a single 24hr period. 


Even the most modest of estimates of the aforementioned, would place the total cases of at least one 
occurrence a week, if one where to project this over the suspected time frame, being a five year 
period, it would come to at least 100 incidences, (refer to council submissions) therefore adding 
substantial weight to this claim, being that of Mr Despott and that of acting out of necessity, being 
as a means of self defence and self preservation against a proven hostile and aggressive individual. 


We also put the prosecution the following, that in fact not only didn’t our client not inflict any 
injuries onto Mr Rowan on the morning of the alleged incident, but they were in fact quite 
controlled and reserved, despite being under considerable duress, and any actions or interactions 
where in fact purely an act of self defence, and acting out of necessity, this would be also further 
evident in the fact that Mr Rowan was not bruised, nor sustained any other “injuries” in this 
confrontation with our client, especially when there was nothing preventing them from doing so. 


Suffice to say, the claims by Mr Rowan, that the Mr Despott placed a knife to his throat, one has to 
question, why were there no injuries sustained from this interaction, i.e lacerations or impressions? 


We refer to the brief of evidence, to highlight the following: 


[] Mr Rowan and his partner admit to having visited Mr Despott prior, and claimed they could 
actually see someone in the vehicle in question, yet they did not come out, this is not reflective of 
an aggressive or violent person, this is indicative of someone who is genuinely scared. 

[] Mr Rowan and his partner presented evidence of this, initial interaction in the form of 
photographs, being harassment and intimidation of Mr Despott, shinning lights in his window, 
making contact with the vehicle and subsequently in-sighting fear into the “accused”, in addition to 
a Clear attempt to elicit a response. 

[] We would also like to raise and question, how close were they to the vehicle, how long did they 
remain in close proximity to it, and what legal right did they have to engage in this conduct, at this 
hour and we put to the prosecution, that they actually had not right being there and behaving in this 
fashion at all. 


It took some time after this aforementioned event before Mr Despott felt safe to leave his vehicle, in 
which case he immediately sought the support of anyone he could find, given he was aware that he 
was isolated and that attempting to drive free from the area, could potentially lead to further 
confrontation and even considerably more egregious circumstances, given he would also be driving 
whilst emotional an in a state of panic and under duress, suffice to say, he was doubtful he would 
receive any support from the police, given that he had not on a previous occasion only weeks prior, 
with an attempted break and enter, again whilst he was resting. 


It is suspected that the argument by police, in this instance was that Mr Despott was engaged in 
“illegal activity”, being “illegal camping” when in fact he was resting, as he was fatigued and 
anxious, and as the owner of a heavy vehicle, is not only legally entitled to do so, but is also legally 
obligated as such. 


Mindset of the defendant and justification of response 


Again Mr Despott genuinely feared for his life that morning and he merely acted in a manner in 
which would ensure that he would not find himself potentially trapped in a confined space, with a 
would be attacker, at the forefront of his mind was that given the person was trying to break the 
window directly adjacent to their head, that they meant business and it was highly probable that 
they were armed with a weapon and had no intention of backing down. In later coming to the 
realisation that this person was both elderly and considerably mentally unstable, however and 
potentially unarmed, (yet they could not confirm they did not have a concealed weapon), they 
immediately adjusted their position to diffusing the situation as swiftly and as expediently as 
possible, by requesting Mr Rowan get on his knees and then immediately calling 000. 


In reflection our client is also of the belief that they may have also chosen or have been in part 
motivated to stay at the location that night, knowing also that Mr Rowan posed a real threat to the 
neighbouring residents, being the “witnesses”, and was also acutely aware of the fact that help 
would potentially not be available to any of them at that hour, he was also of the realisation that 
there was only one road in and one road out and that he was also potentially trapped and fleeing 
would be potentially more disadvantageous...suffice to say the police didn’t arrive for sometime 
later. 


It was only after the final incident, that Mr Despott decided to leave the area, and felt comfort in the 
fact that he had reported this crime, he also knew that he had a potentially short window, in which 
Mr Rowan may potentially return with a weapon, in a vehicle, in company or even with a firearm. 


The accused would also like to note that they have formal training in self defence techniques, 
namely that of a former defence instructor for the german military police, in which case they were 
trained in various methods of diffusing hostile situations, this discipline also trains one in the 
process of regulating ones adrenaline and responses proportional to the threat and focused on harm 
minimisation, tactics which they employed that morning. 


The Nature of the defendant 


In the last few years, Mr Despott has been actively working on a manual for the mind and a variety 
of mental health related projects, and of recent including that of the feasibility of using the latest Al 
technology, in order to assist in predictive identification and prevention of depression, anxiety, in 
addition to suicide prevention, whilst also offering free support to a project aimed at addressing 
alternative trajectories and preventative strategies for the youth justice system. Prior to being being 
put on this somewhat egregious and emotional roller coaster, he was quite heavily invested in both 
his studies, his voluntary work and the aforementioned projects, which he wishes to return to, if 
given the chance. 


In terms of our clients nature, and disposition, we would simply like to add that Mr Despott has 
been working in a voluntary capacity in the areas of mental health, and the arts, on and off now for 
a period of around 20years, and during his more recent time on the road, he has been offering free 
phone support, mainly focusing on those with Schizophrenia and is a kind, caring and somewhat 
placid and peaceful individual. 


Closing statement: 


Mr Despott has tried his best to push through despite all of this, but everyone has their breaking 
point, and for Mr Despott, the psychological impact of facing not only potential, but even indefinite 
incarceration, for something he not only didn’t do, but where he was in fact the victim, whereby if 
he also spoke up against his attacker, he faced potentially more egregious circumstances, than if he 
remained silent, has played on his mind substantially. In saying this he has also tried his best to 
maintain his commitment to this process, despite feeling for want of a better word, mistreated by it 
and being helpless to not only do anything about his predicament, but that he could no longer even 
call on the support of this system, whilst genuinely fearing for his well being and his life in the 
process. 


We claim that not only did the defendant act in a manner that was legal and lawful, but actually 
merely responded to what was clearly a well thought out, premeditated and planned attack by Mr 
Rowan, specifically aimed at terrorising and eliciting a response in Mr Despott and when this 
behaviour was challenged, Mr Rowan saw fit in his justification to attempt to frame the defendant 
for assault, as a means of seeking revenge, against him and others like him, being a path that he has 
been walking for some years now, most likely stemming from some form of mental illness. 


Despite this incident, the defendant is great full for his Karma, and for the opportunity to have been 
granted this recent experience and perspective on life, inlcuding his brief period in incarceration, 
and it really helped to put some much needed perspective on life in general, and has further re- 
iterated for him the importance of mental health support, and his colleges diversionary work in the 
youth justice system and the subsequent challenges faced not only by the justice system, but 
systems of governance in general. 


The positive take away for Mr Despott, is that he also realises and appreciates the associated 
challenges that these systems face, including that of the courts and the prosecution, and realises that 
his treatment was likely not intentionally egregious, it was more likely a result of the limitations, 
constraints and pressure that the system is under, and holds no animosity as a result towards the 
system, nor even his attacker “the victim” for that matter. 


We put to the courts that not only is Mr Despott not a threat to the community, nor is he even a 
violent person, but he in fact is a valuable member, and in light of his past and current commitment 
to mental health, in addition to his proposed contributions, that the prosecution and potential 
removal of someone such as this, from circulation, would not only be potentially damaging given 
the circumstances, but also be at a considerable loss to the community as a whole. 


In closing Mr Despott feels strongly that he acted in a way that was not only fair and reasonable, 
and in saying this even considered the well being and even had empathy for his attacker, upon 
realising he appeared to be mentally unstable or unwell. Mr Despott has played this situation over 
and over again in his mind, and also feels that there is really nothing else who could have done in 
this situation, in terms of his behaviour, and defended himself using the bare minimum amount of 
force, all things considering, and there was nothing he could have done, that would have diffused 
the situation as effectively, and feels strongly that he did act in self defence and out of necessity! 


Regards, 


Guardian 
(On Behalf of Michael Despott) 


